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Abstract. We study the relation of Markov fluid queues and QBD processes in
this paper. Ahn and Ramaswami presented results about this relation and provided
a stochastic interpretation based reasoning in [1]]. In the current work, first we
provide an algebraic proof for that relation.

After that, we present a negative result about the potential extension of the QBD
based analysis Markov fluid queues to Markov fluid queues with two buffers. We
present a 2-dimensional QBD process, which could be a candidate for describing
the stationary behaviour of the related Markov fluid queue, but it turns out that
the QBD based behaviour is different from the one of the Markov fluid queue.
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1 Introduction

Markov fluid queues (MFQs) have a long tradition in stochastic modeling [15]. MFQs
are queueing models where the queue length is continuous and the rate at which the
queue length (also referred to as fluid level) changes is modulated by a background
continuous time Markov chain (CTMC). Since the seminal applications of MFQs for
analyzing high speed networks in [4], they have been applied successfully in many
application areas, e.g., [13U18]].

Several solution methods have been developed to obtain the stationary distribution
of the fluid level in MFQs (e.g., eigenvalue decomposition based [14]], Schur decompo-
sition based [3l], matrix-analytic [17J12]], invariant subspace based [2], etc.).

In [1], Ahn and Ramaswami provide stochastic interpretation based results about
the relation of MFQs and quasi birth death (QBD) processes. The relation is based on
a stochastic coupling argument and shows a correspondence between the fluid level
and the virtual workload in a queue. In this work we present an algebraic proof for the
relation between MFQs and QBDs.

In [[1] the authors mention that more than one QBD structure can establish the rela-
tion with the fluid queue, but they consider only one such QBD structure. In the current
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work we consider another QBD structure, when we prove the relation of fluid queues
and QBD models.

The main advantage of the QBD interpretation of MFQs is the possibility of using
efficient methods for QBD [[15] analysis also for the analysis of MFQs. Thus, it is nat-
ural to ask whether the relation between MFQs and QBDs also can be established for
fluid models with more than one buffer like tandem systems [16]], fluid-fluid systems [7]]
or parallel buffers filled by one source but emptied with different rates [10]. Although
there are some first results on the stationary analysis of such models [8l6l11], the pro-
posed methods are often computationally expensive and numerically unstable. Thus, a
relation to QBDs or level dependent QBDs [9] would be an important step towards an
efficient analysis of more general fluid models.

In this paper we introduce two different level dependent QBDs to model fluid mod-
els with two parallel buffers. Unfortunately, as we show, the partial differential equa-
tions (PDEs) describing the fluid flows in the buffers differ from the PDEs of the origi-
nal systems. Consequently, the simple relation between QBDs and MFQs that holds for
one buffer, no longer holds for two buffers. This is a negative result which, nevertheless,
helps to understand the behavior of more complex fluid queues.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the following section we introduce
the later used properties of MFQs and QBDs processes. In Section [3] we discuss the
relation of MFQs and QBD processes. In Section 4} a queuing model with two fluid
buffers is introduced together with its stationary equations, and after that we study a
level dependent quasi birth death (LDQBD) process, whose behaviour mimics the one
of the MFQ with two fluid buffers. As a result of this analysis we show that the behavior
of the two models differ. The paper is finally concluded in Section 5]

2 Basic properties of Markov fluid queues and Quasi birth deaths
processes

2.1 Markov fluid queues

We consider an infinite buffer MFQ (Y (¢), J(t)), where J(t) € S is the state of the
background CTMC and Y (¢) is the fluid level at time ¢. We assume non-zero fluid
rates, such that the rates are positive when the CTMC visits a state in S and negative
when it visits a state in S_ = S \ Sy. That is, if the CTMC stays at state i € Sy or the
CTMC stays at state ¢ € S— and Y (¢) > 0, then the fluid level changes at rate r;,

%Y(t) =T;.
That is, if i € S, then ; > 0 and the fluid level increases, if i € S_ and Y (¢) > 0,
then r; < 0 and the fluid level decreases. If ¢ € S_ and Y (¢) = 0, then the fluid level
does not change.

The characterizing matrices of the MFQ are the generator matrix of the CTMC, Q,
and the diagonal matrix of the fluid rates, R. The rate dependent decomposition of the
characterizing matrices are
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Q= [gj gfj and R = [%* 101_] : (1)

The stationary behaviour of the MFQ is characterized by the following measures:
the empty buffer probability m; = tl_lglo Pr(J(t) = i,Y(t) = 0) and the fluid density
filz) = flggo %Pr(J(t) =i,Y(t) < x). We note that Pr(J(t) =i,Y(¢t) =0) =0
fori € SJlr, because the fluid buffer cannot be empty when the fluid rate is positive.

In this work, we do not look into the solution methods to compute these stationary
measures, we only discuss the set of differential, boundary and normalizing equations
which have to be satisfied by the stationary solution.

We also introduce the related quantities v; = m;|r;| and ¢;(z) = f;(z)|r:|, which
is often referred to as flux. The vectors composed of the state dependent measures are
T = [milies_. v— = [vilies_. [-(2) = [fi(@)]ies_, f+(x) = [fi(x)]ies,, ¢ (x) =
[#i(7)]ics_, and ¢ (z) = [¢i(T)]ies, -

The stationary measures satisfy the following ordinary differential relations [[17]

LI @R, = L @)Qus + 1 (@)Qs. @
@R = L @Qe Q- (3)
and, equivalently,
2 @) = 6@y +6- ()T, @
(@)= 6@ 4o ()T, )

where T = |R~!|Q. The initial conditions of these ordinary differential equations [[17]
are

f+(ORy =7Q_, (6)
_f—(O)R— = 7TQ__, @)
and, equivalently, we have
(b+(0) = VT7+, (8)
—¢_(0) =vT__. ©)

Finally, the normalizing equations for the density and the flux are
1=x1 Jr/ (f+ (@)1 + f_(2)1)dx and
0

1=vR_"'1+ /OO (¢4 ()R + ¢ (2)R_"'1) da. (10)
0
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2.2 QBD process

Discrete or continuous time QBD processes are discrete or continuous time Markov
chains whose states can be efficiently represented by two discrete variables {X, 7},
where X € {0,1,...} is called the level and J € {1,2,..., N} is called the phase.
The direct state transitions of QBD processes are restricted between states of the same
level or the neighbouring levels.

We assume (level) homogeneous QBD processes, where matrix B holds the rates
of the level backward transitions, F the rates of the level forward transitions, and L the
ones of the local transitions, which are not accompanied by the change of the level. At
level zero the behavior of the local transitions can differ from the regular ones and the
matrix describining these transitions is denoted by L.

In case of discrete time QBD processes, the one step state transition probability
matrix has the following block tri-diagonal structure

L'F
BLF
P = BLF

The stationary distribution of this QBD satisfies the stationary equations

po = poL’ + p1B, (11)
Dn =Pn—1F +p,L+py,1B forn>1, (12)

where p,, is the stationary probability vector associated with level n.

3 Relation of MFQs and QBD process with singe buffer

3.1 QBD structure proposed in [1]

Ahn and Ramaswami established a relationship between QBD processes of a given
structure and MFQs. In their QBD process, the states of the background CTMC of the
MFQ are mapped to the phases of the QBD. Following the S, S_ partitioning of the
states, the transition matrices of the QBD process proposed in [1] are as follows:

1[0 o 11 0 1 [P Py
B2{0 I}’LQ{P+P}’F2[O o | @

For level 0 the local matrix is L’ = L 4+ B and matrix P is defined as P = T/\ + 1,
where T = [R™!|Q and A = max; ; |T; ;.

Based on the stochastic interpretation of the QBD process with these transition ma-
trices and the MFQ characterized by Q and R, the stationary solution of the MFQ
is provided based on the stationary solution of the QBD process. Unfortunately, this
solution requires a different scaling of time in &4 and S_ [1, Theorem 4]. It is also
mentioned in [1] that different QBD structures can be used for establishing such rela-
tion between a QBD process and a MFQ. The modified structure we use in this paper
allows identical scaling of time in S} and S_.
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I/2 P, /2
0 P__/2

Py /2 Pii/2 Pii/2

/2 P, j2 R 12 P, /2 1/2 P._/2
0 (I+P__)/2 0 P__/2 0 P__/2

1/2 1/2 1/2

Fig. 1: Block structure of the QBD

3.2 QBD process with modified structure

In this work, we study a slightly modified QBD structure, whose analytical treatment is
simpler. Let X (t) = {N(t), J(t)} be a QBD process where J(t) € S is the state of the
background CTMC and N (t) is the level of the QBD at time ¢. Based on the S — S_
decomposition, the blocks structure of the characterizing matrices of the QBD process
are

1o o], 1[1P, ] 1[P, O
B_Q{o 1]7L—2[ ] —Q[P_+ 0] (14

For level 0 the generator matrix is L’ = L+ B. The state transition structure of the QBD
is depicted in Figure[T} Arrows from/to the upper half of the ellipses indicate transitions
from/to ST.

Let us define p,, ; = tlggo Pr(N(t) = n,J(t) = i), which describes the stationary

distribution of the QBD. Let p;; and p;, be the row vectors composed of p,, ; fori € ST
and ¢ € S, respectively. These vectors satisfy the following stationary equations for
n>1

Py =0, (15)
Py =po I+P__)/2+p71/2, (16)
=0 Pii/24+p, P /2+p}T1)/2, (17)
Pn =P P /24 PP /24, 1/2, (18)

which can be simplified to

py =p (I-P__), (19)
Py =pr Pyy+p, Py, (20)
Pr(2L=P__)=piP, +p, L 1)

3.3 Algebraic proof of the relation of MFQs and QBD processes

The following theorem relates the stationary behaviour of the QBD processes defined
in with L’ = L + B and the MFQ with characterizing matrices defined in (T)).
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Theorem 1. When T = |R™! top, isa

non-zero solution of (]EI) - @, then

A= 1 —)\z
Z (=11 pn and U = py (22)

)

satisfy the differential equations @) and () with boundary conditions (8) and (9).

The theorem states that the solution of the MFQ is a mixture of Erlang distributions
of order n and rate \ weighted according to the stationary distribution of level n of the
QBD process for n > 1 and the empty buffer probability of the MFQ is related to the
stationary distribution of level 0 of the QBD process.

Proof. When P = T/A+ I, wehave P, =T,/ A+LP,_ =T, /A P__ =
T,,//\ + I, P7+ - T7+/)\.
Substituting this into (T9)-(Z1I)), for n > 1, we get

Apy = —po T, (23)
A = piy (Thq + M) +p Ty, 24
py AL=T__) =p{ Ty +p; AL (25)
For ¢ > 1, we have
d )\ixiflef)\w )\ixz?Zef)\x )\iJrlxiflef/\z
Rl -AN S - 26
b -1 Ny S (26)

from which ¢ () satisfies

d - e )\ixi7267)\:z N o )\ixiflef)\w
a4 — S W N A
1 7)@

)\Z 71—
—AZ P — A (). 27)

)\i*lri—prA

Multiplying (24) by W,l and summing up from i = 2 to co gives

)\z 1 27)@ .
)\Z (1 —2)! T oy P

)\zflx17267/\m
= Z DS (P (T4 + A1) +p;_, T ), and
i=2 ’

51 @) 4204 () = G4 (D)(Tos + XD 4§ ()T, and

d ~ - R
£¢+(x) =¢1(@)Tyy + ¢ (2)T—4. (28)
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. . Nigi—le—Aw . . .
Multiplying 23) by % and summing up from ¢ = 1 to oo gives

e )\imiflef)\w B & )\ixiflefx\x B
; Wpl ()\I — Tff) = ; W (pj_T+7 +pt+1>\I) 5 and
S (z) ML= T__) = dy (&) T4 + %57(55) + Ao (x), and
—%ng(m) = ¢ (2)To_ + o (2)T__, (29)

where, from (27)), we used that

& ANigi—2p— 2z n o MNgi—le=Az n d - R
i:ZQ WPZ = )\; WPZ—H = %¢i($) + A (). (30)

For the initial conditions, we start from the definition of qgi(x) given in (22)), from
which

¢+ (0) = \p. 31)

Substituting p; from (23) and p; from (24) (and using that # = p; and p§ = 0) gives

¢4(0) =0T _4, (32)
—6_(0)=0T__. (33)
O

Theoremdoes not imply that ¢ (z) = ¢ () and v = i, because the normalizing
condition of the MFQ and the QBD process differ. ¢(x) and v satisfy the normalizing
equation (I0), while ¢(z) and © are normalized as follows

o0

Z(pj']l +p;1)=0+ /: by ()1 + ¢_(x)ldx = 1. (34)

=0

4 Two fluid buffers

In this section we investigate if the relation of QBD processes and MFQs can be ex-
tended for simple MFQs with two buffers using the same approach as in the previous
section.

4.1 Markov fluid queue

We consider a MFQ with two infinite buffers (J(t), Y1 (¢), Ya(¢)), where J(¢) is the state
of the background CTMC and Y;(¢) is the fluid level of buffer i (i € {1,2}) at time ¢.
The state space of the CTMC is composed of two disjoint subsets S and S_ = S\ Sy
such that the fluid level of both buffers increases at rate 1 in S; and in S_, the fluid
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level of buffer 1 decreases with rate 1 and the fluid level of buffer 2 decreases with rate
ro < 1, if the buffers are non-empty. That is, the characterizing matrices of the MFQ
_ | Qv+ Q- _|10o _|r o ~ ~
are Q = Q.qQ | R; = 0 -1 and Ry = 0 —1rol|° A trajectory of the fluid
levels is depicted in Figure[2} An important consequence of this model behaviour is that
Yi(t) < Ya(t) for t > 0. As a consequence, the MFQ is stable if buffer 2 is stable.

Figure 2]indicates 4 possible cases:

Ya(t) > Yi(t) > 0,
}/Q(t) > O,Yl(t) =0,
Y2 (t) == Y1 (t) = 0,
Yalt) = Ya(t) > 0.

The stationary measures associated with these 4 cases are as follows

Sy S S. 8 sy S_ St

Fig. 2: Evolution of the buffer contents with 7o = 0.5

Wi(z,y) = lim iiPvﬂ(J(t) =14, Y1(t) < z,Ys(t) < y),

t—oo dx dy
d o
T = tli}m Pr(J(t) =14,Y1(t) = Ya(t) = 0),

The vectors composed of the state dependent measures are 7 = [7;];es_, U(y) =
Ui()lies_, V(z) = [Vi(2)lies,» Wi(x,y) = [Wi(z,y)]ies,, and W_(z,y) =
Wiz, y)]ies_-

The stationary solution satisfies the following equations

7t =0; 0=7Q__+nrU(0); (35)
0

%V(x) =V(2)Q4+, (36)
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with initial condition

V(0) =7"Q_4; 37)

)
—125 UW) =U)Q—-W=(0.y); (38)

0 0
%W+($,y) + @W+($, y) = W+(.I‘, y)Q++ + Wﬁ('ra y)Q—-‘ra (39)

with initial conditions

W (z,z) =0 and W*(0,y) =U(y)Q-+; (40)
W () — W @) = W, 9)Qs + W (5 )Q @)
oz Y 28y Y Y +-— Y ——

with initial condition

roW ™ (z,2) = VT (2)Q4 _. 42)

4.2 Level dependent quasi birth death process

In this section we introduce a level dependent quasi birth death (LDQBD) process
whose structure is meant to represent the behaviour of the MFQ with two buffers and
we check if the stationary behaviour of the MFQ with two buffers and the LDQBD
process are related.

The block structure of the process is depicted in Figure 3] applying the same graph-
ical representations of the transitions associated with S* and S~ as in Figure|1} that is,
the arrows from/to the upper half of the ellipses indicate transitions from/to ST and the
lower half of the ellipses are related to S—.

Assuming, that the blocks of states of this process (indicated by ellipses in the fig-
ure) are such that the associated levels increase along the horizontal axis, and all of
the blocks along a vertical line compose the phases of the given level, the obtained
stochastic process is a LDQBD process whose state transitions can be described with
the transition probability matrix

L) )
BD 1, )
L= B® 1.2 F® ; (43)

where the size of the matrices of the different levels increases level-by-level. For the
detailed internal structure of the non-zero blocks of (#3) we refer to Figure 3]
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0 P_/2

\

Fig. 3: Block structure of the LDQBD
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We decompose the stationary probability vector of the LDQBD into the
following blocks: plo, Poo» Pios P1os Pi1> P11 Plas Plas - - > Pigs Pigs - - > P i1 Piig1»
2 41,01 Pit1,0s - - -- The stationary probability of the transient states of the LDQBD is
zero, from which

pj_l,o = 0and Diiy1 = 0 fore>1. (44)

According to Figure 3] for i > 1 and ¢ > j > 1, the decomposed vectors satisfy the
following stationary equations

Poo = PooI+P--)/2 + (p1 + p11)r21/2, (45)
Pio = pi_()((1*7”2)I+P——)/2 eri_l(l*%)I/Q + (pi_+1,0 +pi_+171)7“21/2, (46)
p:rj :p;;'I/Q+p;il,j71P++/2+p;71,j71P*+/2? 47
pi; =P P24+ D P /24y jia2]/2 (48)

+ Lij<iypi i1 (A=r2)l/2 + Timyp; 51 Py /2,
plo=piol/2+pg o P—+/2, (49)
pj+1,z‘+2 = p;r+1,i+21/2 + p;’,—i+1P++/2' (50

4.3 Relation of the MFQ and the LDQBD

In this section we follow the same approach as in Theorem [T]and check if the stationary
behaviour of the LDQBD is related to the one of the MFQ.

Theorem 2. Assuming P = Q/A + 1 7 = pyo, V(z) = Y02, %p?’lﬂ
~ 0o Agyi—le=dv _ ~ o i Nigi=le=AV \jgi—1,-Az

Uly) = X ~a=nr Pio W(z,y)* = X%, 2j=1 = : G-1)! pzj,[j’
V(z), U(x) and W (x,y) satisfy

d

%f/(x) = V(@)Qy 4. (51

—ra L0 (y) = O()Q__ + (1-72)W(0,5)" + s ("Wm, y)~ + AW (0, n)

dy dx
different from MFQ
(52)
gw(xvy)+ + GW(’Iay)+ =W (I7y)+Q++ + W(‘ray)7Q—+
R
- X%Oiy” (z, )7, (53)

different from MFQ

11
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O Wy LW () = Wiay) Qe+ W(wy) Q_

Ox Jy
T2 0 0 = o
e(x, 4+ = —W(a, , 54
+e(z,y) Q- + X 92 9y (z,y) (54)
different from MFQ
i—1_1—2_—Az Aifl i—2_—Ay _
where (x,y) = 3772, A (f—Q)T (‘1;_2)? Di—1,-

The proof is provided in the appendix.

While V (z) satisfies the same differential equation as V (z) in (3G), unfortunately,
U(zx), W(z,y)* and W (z,y)~ are characterized by different differential equations
than (38), (39) and (@T), respectively. It means that the stationary distribution of the
MFQ with two buffers cannot be established based on this LDQBD.

5 Conclusion

We revisited the relation of MFQs and QBD processes in order to extend it for MFQs
with two buffers. To this end, we replaced the stochastic intuition based discussion of
[[L] with an algebraic one and provided an algebraic proof of the relation of MFQs and
QBD processes. For the analysis of a simple MFQ with two buffers we introduced a
LDQBD, whose structure mimics the behaviour of the queue in the same way as in
the single buffer case. Unfortunately, the accurate algebraic approach indicated that the
stationary behaviour of the MFQs with two buffers and the LDQBD process differ.
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Proof of Theorem

UsingPyyp = Quy A+ LP_=Qi /AP _=Q _/A+LP_, =Q_,/A
fori > j > 1, equations (@3)-(30) can be simplified to

—PooQ-— = Ara(p1o + P11); (55)
Pio(Aral—=Q__) = A1 —=72)p;; + Ara(piy1,0 + Pit11)s (56)
A =0, AT+ Q)+, 1Q (57)

pi_j AM-Q--) = p;‘;Q-&-— + )\T2pi—+1)j+1
+ Ty N1 =72)p; j11 + Lj=iy Py j11 Qs (58)
/\pfz = p(IoQ—+> (59)
M ive = Pt AL+ Q). (60)

Multiplying (60) by % and summing up from i = 1 to co gives

o0 )\ixiflef)\x N o0 )\’L‘xiflef)\m n
Z W)‘pi+1,i+2 = Z Wpi,i+1()‘1 +Q4), (61)
i=1 1=1
d - N N
V(z) + AV (z) = V(2)(AL+ Q+4), (62)

dzx

13
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which results in (51).

By definition W (0, 2)* = %, 22 —< " \p¥,  Multiplying (56) by 22—
and summing up from ¢ = 1 to oo gives

)\7, i— 1 )\7, i—1 7)\1 B _ B
Z szo(/\ml Q)= Z W (A =r2)piy + Ar2(Pii1.0 + Piv11)) 5
i=1 i=1 ’

_ )\1 i— 1 —Az )\1 i—1 —/\ac
U(2)(AraI-Q-—) = Z AL =2 pﬁz S AP

>
(1""2>V_V(0 )~ 7‘2(%‘2/(0,33)74’)\‘2/(0,1)7)
)\1 i—1 —)\a:

+Z >‘T2p7,+1 0>

2 (4L U(2)+A0 (2))

which results in (51)).

For the computation of W(l‘, y) we need the following lemma.

il AY Nigi—lg=Aw 4

G 1 G-r Pij

Lemma 1. The derivatives of W(z,y)* = 300, ZJ 1 Ay
satisfy

K2

0 © )\1y e~ N Nigi—leg—Az N
7y @yE AW @) E = 3 (2_2 Goor P 6

1=2 j=1

7

)\’Lllfky)\jj2 — Az
W (2, ) + AW (2, 9)* v -

(-0l (-2 Pii

or

(64)

)\z 1 z 2 —Ay/\]x] 26 Az

[e%S)
=1 j 2
oo i—1

R ()

= 1—2) (j—2)!
and
9 0 + 0 = + 0 = + 27% +
(fmayW(I,y) +/\ayW(x,y) +Ag Wiz, y)™ + AW (z,y)
oo i Nigi—2e= Y \igpi—2p—Az
XX T G ©0
e S C ! j !

Proof. The statements of the lemma can be obtained by substituting the definition of
W (z,y)*. We omit the details of the proof here.
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i—2 —Ay yj—1, 5
T2 NI lgi 2,

Multiplying by ’\i_l"l’,_z)! = —** and summing up from i = 2 to 0o
and 7 = 2 to ¢ and utilizing gives

)\7, 1,i—2_—Ay AJ 1{13‘7 267/\1

ZZ = G M

i=2 j=2

&S W@t + & W (@)t + & W(e,y) T AW (z,9)*

=2

)\i—lyi—Qe—)\y N lgi—2p— A

Q-20 (-2

(pj_—l,j—l(AI +Qyy)+ pz‘:l,jﬂQ—-!—)

W (z,y) T (AI+Qy 1)+ W (z,y)~ Q4

which results in (53).
For 2 < j < i we rewrite (58) as

p;—l,j—l()‘I_fo) - p;r—l,j—lQ+f

= Arap; i + Lijciy A1 —r2)p; 1 j + Li=iypiq ; Q- (67)
. . ALy i=2=AY \i—1,5—2 Az
Multiplying by (%_2) (7= and summing up from i = 2 to oo

and j = 2 to 7 and utilizing Lemmal[l] gives

)\7, 1 z 2 7)\y/\j 11,] 267)\93

ZZ G —2)! Pic1,;1(AI-Q--)

1=2 j=2

W (z,y)~

oo 1 — —
Azlz2 )xy)\] 1$j2 Az

—ZZ (i—2)! G —2)! pifl,jfl Q-

=2 j=2

W (z,y)+

4 A217,27)\y>\]1]267)\z
(i —2)! (j—2)!

= Z /\rgp; J

1=2 j=

72(§3i3iw<z DTHZW (@)~ + & W(wy) " +AW (,9) ")

oo i—1 — —
Azl7,2 )\y>\] lmj 26 Az

+ZZ (i —2)! (j—2)!

=2 j=2

/\(1_T2)pi_—1,j

(1—r2) (Z W (z,y) = +AW (2,3) ")

)\7, 1 ’L 2 7)\y)\7, 1 7, 267)\1

+Z Z_2 (1_2)' pi—l,i Q‘F*?

e(z,y)
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that is
W(z,y)” (AI-Q__) = W(z,y) Q4
10 0 ~ _ 0 ~ _ 0 = _ ~ _
=ry (/\axayW(Ly) +5yW(x,y) +%W(x,y) +>\W(w,y)>

(1) (S W)™ 4 AT (o) ) + el 0) Qe

which results in (54).
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